Even though O'Connell came from a Gaelic background and is well-known for this struggle in favour of the Emancipation of Irish Catholics and the Repeal of the 1800 Act of Union between Ireland and Great Britain, he also took part in other struggles such as the abolition of slavery. He also developed an interest for India. This paper wishes to examine how
of view of the Anglo-Irish dispute 1 ". This opinion is, to a certain extent, shared by Stephen Howe, who wrote that " [e] arly Irish nationalists hardly ever identified their situation or case with that of other, non-European subject peoples in the British Empire or beyond 2 Daniel O'Connell does appear to be a good example of the way an Irish politician could reconcile nationalist aspirations and humane concerns for broader reforms. As is well known, O'Connell came from a Gaelic-speaking family of Munster, and even though he did not advocate the use of the Gaelic language for the Irish population 4 , he seems to have been deeply attached to his native Kerry roots 5 . At the same time, as a Radical member of the British Parliament elected back in 1828, he expressed concern for the fate of Jews in the United Kingdom 6 , took an active part in the campaign for the abolition of slavery 7 and even denounced the fate of the Aborigenes and the Maoris in the Antipodes 8 .
What is less known and has not been studied thoroughly up to now is the fact that O'Connell's interest in broader issues included British policy in India 9 . That O'Connell dealt with India is not surprising for at least two reasons: first, a fairly important number of Irish people were involved in the conquest of India, notably as soldiers, civil servants and missionaries 10 ; secondly, parallels between Ireland and India were a feature of Irish political discourse in the 1830s and 1840
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. O'Connell first took part in the debates on the Bill of 1833, which renewed the Charter of the East India Company; he also participated in the agitation campaigns led by the British India Society and the Northern Central British India Society between 1838 and 1840. As we examine O'Connell's words on India on these occasions, we will try and show to what extent he contemplated parallels between the respective situations of Ireland and India in order to better denounce Britain as a colonial oppressor. How far did O'Connell's criticism of the excesses of British imperial policy go?
The fate of British India, and more particularly of the East India Company 12 , was discussed by the British Parliament in 1833. An Act had already been passed in 1813 curtailing some of the powers of the Company 13 . The Charter Bill voted in 1833 renewed the authorisation granted to the Company to administer the Indian territories for a further twenty years. However the Company was asked to abandon trade in India and lost its commercial monopoly in China and its tea monopoly in India. Europeans were no longer subject to restrictions to emigrate into India and were allowed to buy land and property. British administrative and political control of India was enhanced: the Governor General of Bengal obliteration of aboriginal inhabitants by 'Civilized Man' -were inevitable concomitants of Western colonialism, O'Connell told the members of the Aborigines Protection Society. He considered these among the greatest crimes of mankind and cited examples from settlements in the East Indies, Van Diemen's Island (Tasmania), and New Zealand. Colonialism and oppression went hand in hand, O'Connell argued, and he insisted that 'no other human event led to evils so multitudinous." 9. However, O'Connell's name, words and role are mentioned in one article by S. R. ". However, he had several objections, notably "giving a further twenty years' lease of India to the East-India Company". He also questioned the company's monopoly in salt and opium and denounced the "the abuses incidental to the existing system of titles to landed property in India 15 ". In a letter he later addressed to his constituents, O'Connell complained again about the fact that the new Act "[did] not go to the root of the evil [and did] little indeed to ameliorate the state of the natives". He strongly opposed "the vicious and atrocious conduct of the East India Company towards the natives" and "the grinding and desolating effect of what is called 'the land revenue'" which he regarded as "a system of monstrous and perfect oppression". As he denounced how inefficient the new law would be to "remedy the evils of uncertain tenures, rack rents, absenteeism, or exacting or oppressive agency", it seems highly likely that he also had in mind his own native land which, at the time, faced the same issues. Four years later, O'Connell was indeed to denounce absenteeism in Ireland in a speech condemning the inadequacy of the Poor Law system: […] I will implore you to go back to what is called the evidence of your forefathers; go back to the reigns of the Plantagenets and Tudors, when it was enacted that every man having an estate in Ireland, and not living half the year there, should be liable to a fi ne of 6s. 8d. in the pound on the gross amount of his rent-roll. Come out with an absentee law, and give me 6s 8d. in the pound on the rent-roll of all absentees. Th is may be called a dream; yet, after all, I believe it would give more permanent and more substantial relief to the poor of Ireland than your proposed Poor Laws. I know full well that some political economists have talked of absenteeism as not being a mischief to Ireland; but the doctrines of those men are now, I believe, derided by all 16 .
In the letter to his constituents of 1833, O'Connell even drew a clear parallel between the respective histories of India and Ireland, when he analysed how they had been conquered and dominated by the British:
Th ere is [a] strange coincidence between the history of India and the sad story of Ireland. Th e subjugation of the former was only the enactment on a broader scale of the system of rapacity and deception by which the latter was subjugated. Th e support given by the English to the weaker O'Donnell in order to put down his more formidable competitor O'Neill, has been one thousand times imitated in India 17 .
Thanks to a particularly interesting use of discourse, the Irish leader combined echoes ( history / story ; subjugation / subjugated ) and comparative forms ( broader , weaker , more formidable ) in order to reinforce the idea that British policy in Ireland was a precursor for British policy in India; at the same time, oppositions ( support / put down ; weaker / more formidable ), specific grammatical forms suggesting passivity ( the subjugation of the former ; subjugated ) and hyperbolic terms or phrases ( rapacity , one thousand times ) convey the idea that British authorities were, in both cases, oppressive and full of duplicity.
However ". In other words, the Bill, however faulty and imperfect it was, represented a "step in the march of civilisation".
The debates surrounding the Charter Bill of 1833 were not the first time O'Connell had expressed strong views about the situation in British India. Already in 1831, the Irish leader had supported a petition presented by Charles Forbes asking for the possibility for native Indians to serve on grand juries and for the introduction of trial by jury. His speech showed remarkable humane concern for the fate of the natives who, to his mind, were to be treated as equals and rejected the idea of colonisation:
Th ere should be fi xity given to the tenure of lands; the natives should be allowed to hold their lands at a moderate and fi xed payment, so moderate as to enable them to meet the years of depression by the surplus produced by years of plenty. In short, they should have a permanent and benefi cial interest in the lands of their native country. And the comfort of the natives should be regarded infi nitely beyond the increase of the revenue of the India Company. Th e fatal mistake in India is to consider the natives merely as contributors to the advantages of the East India Company, instead of looking to the prosperity and happiness of our fellow subjects, the native population, as the great, the wise, the only object of our government of their country. Th eir country is really theirs, not ours, and we are criminal in not considering their interests and indefeasible rights as the paramount object of our solicitude England. Secondly, issues that were interrelated with the fate of India, such as the promotion of free trade and the abolition of slavery, came to the forefront of the political debate in Britain:
Having secured the abolition of slavery in the West Indies, British philanthropy directed its attention to India where a diff erent kind of slavery prevailed and a nefarious 'coolie trade' was growing. Th e emancipationists in Britain looked upon Indian [ sic ] not only as a new client but also as a new ally: she could, by producing more cotton; end the dependency of British manufacturers on American slave-grown cotton and thereby strike a blow at the institution of slavery in the United States of America 20 . O'Connell expressed concern for the fate of India in August 1838, during the celebrations organised in Birmingham to rejoice about the abolition of negro apprenticeship. At the public meeting in the town hall, the Irish leader, who himself had been very deeply involved in the campaign in favour of the abolition of slavery in the 1820s and early 1830s, proposed the extension of the campaign against slavery to British India, which he portrayed as the victim of a long list of intolerable wrongdoings and sufferings:
It is not alone the slavery of two millions of human beings, but of the hundred millions of human beings who now suff er the degrading slavery of having no title to their land -no right to their houses -no species of permanent property -because the maladministration of the British Government in India has left them beggars in their native land. When the last despatches came away people were perishing, by the hundred of thousands, by famine; streams were polluted with their carcases; the air was infected by corruption; famine stalked through a land which, but for tyranny and misrule, would be fertile and abundant 21 .
The renewed interest in India led in 1839 to the creation of the London-based British India Society, in which Daniel O'Connell took part, together with fellow British radicals and emancipationists such as Joseph Pease and George Thompson 22 . This new association aimed at denouncing the crimes and abuses commit- . During the Society's first public meeting on 6 July 1839, he was amongst the keynote speakers and helped introduce the resolutions passed by the Society. While broadly asking for "justice for India", he indicated that "India, with her teeming and peaceful population, cried loudly for the assistance of [Britain]", and harshly criticized British policy in the East:
All our eastern acquisitions were made by violence, treachery, and bloodshed.
[…] If the people of this country only knew the oppressions and injustice done in India, it would cause a thrill of horror to pass from one end of the land to the other; and our policy to the native of the East was injudicious as it was tyrannical and oppressive […] 24 .
Reports of the speeches of 1838 and 1839 do not contain any explicit comparison between India and Ireland. However, O'Connell's negative view of the consequences of the British presence in India unmistakably echoes of his public utterances against the Union existing between Great Britain and his native land. The metaphor of slavery was for instance also used by O'Connell to refer to the Irish political situation, which he denounced as a "Union between the master and the slave -between the oppressor and the oppressed 25 ", based on "relations […] [no] other than that of master and servant, shark and prey 26 ". The same negative words ( treachery , bloodshed ) and similar hyperboles and accumulations were also resorted to in his many denunciations of Ireland's subjugation to British rule from 1800 onwards. This is especially evident in his speeches to the House of Commons in 1834, when he asked for a Repeal of the Union:
He had no hesitation in declaring, that if an inquiry were granted him, he had materials to show, that there never had been committed before such enormities as those by which the Union was brought about.
[…] [A] nd that the chief means by which that act was consummated were intimidation, bribery, corruption, treachery and bloodshed.
[…] Th ere is not a single part of the Union compact that does not show how fraudulent it was. It was atrocious and criminal in its details as in its 27 March 1839 and some preliminary agitation campaigns had taken place (ibid., p. 132). Th e Society was quickly successful, at least for the fi rst few months: lectures and branch societies were organised, including in Dublin (J. concoction -it was marked by malice, and in its enforcement stained with blood and tears 27 .
Once more in the speech to the British India Society of 1839, one may note that O'Connell was only demanding a "milder, and better, and juster system of government" which, to his mind, would "vastly increase the revenue which [Britain derived] from India 28 "; and the resolution he put forward during the meeting shows that, while he was staunchly critical of domination by force, recurrent famines and the cultivation of opium, he nonetheless approved of the establishment of beneficial trade exchanges for Britain under the control of British authorities and did not fundamentally question British imperialism:
[E]vils exist in a country of vast extent and great fertility, whose inhabitants are docile, intelligent, and industrious; whose ancient institutions might be made instrumental to good government -a country capable of supplying many of our demands for tropical produce, and the desire and capacity of whose population to receive the manufactures and stimulate the commerce of Great Britain would, under a just and enlightened rule, be incalculably developed 29 .
Despite some inner dissensions between its members 30 , the British India Society celebrated its first anniversary with a meeting on 6 July 1840 at the Freemason's Hall. O'Connell attended and delivered a speech, in which he denounced "a system of government productive of misery, injustice, and poverty to the inhabitants", and more specifically the East India Company's "odious and most unjust monopoly of opium", its interference in the collection and trade of salt, "the imperfection and corruption in the administration of police and justice", the forfeiture of estates, the unfair tax system on the land and the recurrent famines. The speech climaxed in a dramatic denunciation of the British rule and a call for reforms and justice:
In the places under our rule there was the greatest amount of depravity and crime. We fi rst rob[bed] the natives and then we starved them. Th at state of society had superinduced every degree of human wic- kedness. It was not uncommon for mothers even to drown their own children in the night to save them from the horrors of certain starvation in prospect.
[…] By depriving the communities of their rights we have engendered crime, misery, and revolt, and every fresh inroad on the municipalities loosed our hold on the aff ections of the people, and hastened the downfall of our empire. All the evils he had mentioned might be avoided, and all the good accomplished with nothing but justice, nothing but humanity 31 .
This anniversary meeting was followed by another important gathering in Manchester on 26 August 1840 in order to establish the Northern Central British India Society. This new body was to supervise all the newly-created provincial British India Societies, and with its creation the agitation in favour of India shifted from London to Manchester. As one of the prominent members of the British India Society, O'Connell attended the meeting, which gave him a further opportunity to denounce how Britain administered India. More particularly the Irish leader criticised again how salt was collected without any being left for the use and benefit of the local population; he once more blamed Britain for encouraging the cultivation of opium while India could produce "cotton, rice, and indigo, in abundance" instead, and denounced the heavy land tax. He referred again to the many famines that had taken place in 1764-6, 1770, 1772-82, 1792, 1798, 1804, 1820, 1823, and then every year from 1833 to 1837: according to him, they were only the result of "a very bad system of government". And such misgovernment led to a totally paradoxical situation, in which "[t]he country was the most productive on the earth, it would bring forth three crops a year; but ruthless man had interfered and turned that heaven into a chaos of wretchedness, misery, and starvation 32 ". Interest in British India quickly subsided after that meeting. In 1841, the British India Society ended a formal alliance with the Anti-Corn Law League: agitation in favour of reform in India would cease until the corn laws were repealed, and then be revived with the support of the free traders. Such an alliance marked the end the British India Society for, once the Corn Laws were repealed in 1846, it ceased to exist. O'Connell was favourable to the alliance with the Anti-Corn Law League as he explained to his friend and colleague Joseph Pease in a letter dated from 25 Above all things, we should unite as much as possible with the AntiCorn Law League. Th eir objects and ours are identical -they are endeavouring to procure more food. On this point we and the Anti-Corn Law men are completely united. Again: the Anti-Corn Law League seeks to enlarge the markets for our manufactures -we seek to give our manufacturers the extensive and almost incalculably great markets of India, by enabling that people to purchase from us the articles of which they are now deprived, by reason, solely, of their poverty. We are thus united with the Anti-Corn Law League, in the desire to increase the sale of Britishmade goods. Why, then, we should unite with that body in our common cause 33 ?
This last quote, just like others we presented before, leads us to wonder how to interpret O'Connell's interest for India. Did O'Connell act as an Irish nationalist, feeling empathy for another oppressed nation, or as a British radical, keen to protect British and Irish interests? The parallels that appear between the way the Irish leader described the fate of India and the situation of his native country suggest that he considered that British India and Ireland faced similar conditions of oppression and were entitled to a similar degree of freedom or autonomy. . The Irish leader's discourse shows that he never totally opposed the idea of the British Empire, believed in the civilising mission of the Empire and embraced the ideals of the supporters of free trade 37 . The desire he expressed for a union between the British India Society and the Anti-Corn Law League notably betrays his commitment to both free trade and utilitarianism since he believed India offered "extensive and almost incalculably great markets" for British goods. His discourse thus suggests that his position was not purely nationalist; O'Connell actually viewed his role in broader terms. At the Freemasons' Hall meeting organised in July 1839 to set up the British India Society, the Irish leader concluded his speech by stating solemnly: "[…] from this moment I adopt the Natives of India as my clients 38 ". He used again the image of the law in a letter dated from December 1839 and addressed to Joseph Pease:
Respected friend, -I wish to remind you of our clients -especially of your clients -the people of India.
[…] Th e English people are careless respecting the Indians, especially by reasons of their ignorance of the real state of the unfortunate natives of the penninsula and of our territories there. Th ey will never be roused until they are made to understand the misery the Indian people endure from our misgovernment. We have the strongest case that ever was handled by the advocates of humanity.
[…] More than one hundred million of human beings are under our control. Th ey have oppressors and plunderers in abundance. How few friends, how few disinterested advocates have they 39 ? O'Connell used this metaphor a third time, in the speech he gave a year later for the anniversary of the birth of the British India Society; he started his address by presenting himself as "the advocate of a hundred and fifty million of human beings, in India, who were treated worse than slaves, and rendered beggars by oppression 40 ". Comparing the Indian natives to "clients" and the members of the British India Society to their "advocates" does not come as a surprise in
